
Excerpt from Kasson Township Planning Commission Minutes 
Public Hearing and Comment on Draft V4 of 2022 Master Plan2 

April 18, 2022 
(UNAPPROVED) 

II Roll Call of Commissioners and Staff: Recognition of Visitors 

A. Present: Tad Carter, Township Board Rep; Dave Noonan, Commissioner; Jerry Roush, 
Chairman; Chuck Schaeffer, Secretary


B. Excused: Jim Anderson, Vice Chairman


C. Staff: Tim Cypher, Zoning Administrator; Allison Hubley-Patterson, Recording Secretary


D. Visitors present: 4 members of the general public were in attendance: Ms.Dana 
Boomer, Kasson Township Clerk; Mr. Mark Patterson, Ms. Jennifer Patterson and Draven 
Patterson


.


.


.
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VIII. Public Hearing – Public Review and Comment on Draft 2022 Master Plan 

A. Open the Hearing 

Chairman Roush asked for a motion to formally open the Public Hearing. CARTER MOVED 
TO OEPN THE PUBLIC HEARING; NOONAN SECONDED. ALL PRESENT IN FAVOR, 
MOTION CARRIED.


B. Brief Overview of the Process 

To inform the public, Schaeffer stated that the law requires that the Master Plan be 
reviewed every five years. When the pandemic hit and the masking protocol was in place, it 
was difficult to get together to complete this work on this project. The former PC 
Chairperson, Stella Otto, developed a draft of what was desired in the Master Plan. Land 
Information Access Association (LIAA), a land use organization in Traverse City, was hired 
to put maps into the prepared plan. The PC is required to notify all surrounding units of 
government, including the County, of the revised Master Plan and what we intend to do 
going forward.


A survey was conducted of all Kasson Township residents and a response rate of greater 
than 50% was attained. There were many open-ended questions and responses were 
ranked. Residents provided several comments, but one comment that was repeated by 
many was to “continue to enjoy a rural community”. There is a 42-day waiting period for the 
Township to receive comments on the Master Plan from the public or from other units of 
government. One comment was received pertaining to the plan and Mrs. Patterson also 
raised a question, but this is more of a zoning issue and will be discussed later during 
tonight’s meeting. A notice was placed in the newspaper three times, although the PC is 
only required to post a notice one time.




C. Comments from the Public Present at the Meeting 

Ms. Patterson asked if the PC would consider adding language regarding mixed use into 
the Master Plan relative to commercial areas. This is done in Maple City so Ms. Patterson 
would like to see this added for the area along M-72 as well. Cypher informed the PC that 
Ms. Patterson’s letter goes into further detail on this topic. This will be further discussed 
under “New Business” later in the meeting.


D. Comments from the Public Via Email or Letter 

Ms. Anne Magoun, a Kasson Township resident, submitted a four-page letter with 
comments regarding the Master Plan. She requested that her substantive comments be 
read into the record. It was determined that Ms. Magoun’s letter would be attached to 
these minutes (Appendix “B”).


E. Comments from Staff 

Cypher stated that there is still some work to do going forward. He offered to proofread the 
document once again to finalize it. Cypher asked about a cover for the document and the 
statement related to what Anderson brought up previously. Schaeffer stated that the 
passage in the existing Master Plan will stay in place. This ties us to our past.


F. Discussion by Commissioners and Determine Next Step 

Carter expressed disagreement with some of Ms. Magoun’s philosophical remarks. 
Chairman Roush indicated that the letter will be reviewed but this does not necessarily 
mean that the PC will act on what is suggested.


The PC discussed the next steps in this matter. Schaeffer proposed a work session within 
the next month so that a final draft of the document could be given to Cypher for review. 
Chairman Roush asked what else do we need to add, discuss or delete in the Master Plan. 
Cypher stated that the PC needs to review the comments from the Public Hearing, as well 
as comments from Ms. Magoun and Mr. and Mrs. Patterson to determine if they have merit. 
It was noted that Ms. Magoun’s letter contains many comments regarding typographical 
errors and formatting but this does not change the text of the document. Cypher agrees 
that a work session is needed. If all PC members come prepared, this session should not 
take too long.


Carter inquired if the Master Plan had been proofread. Schaeffer stated that various 
aspects of the document were assembled by former Chairperson, Stella Otto, but that the 
document had not been formally proofread. A company in Traverse City was hired to format 
the document, but they were not paid to proofread the Master Plan. The document has not 
yet been formally proofed as the final version.


Schaeffer added that we may also have comments from the County to consider. They will 
be meeting on April 27th and the County will have had the document for 42 days. It was 
noted that an 18-hour notice is required prior to a work session of the PC where decisions 
will be made.


Discussion ensued as to when all PC members and staff would be available for the work 
session. The work session will be held on Thursday, April 28th at 7:00 p.m. at the Kasson 
Township Hall. Schaeffer will put together a public notice; this will be posted on the website 
as well as on the bulletin board at the Township Hall.




G. Close the Hearing 

Chairman Roush asked for a motion to formally close the Public Hearing. 

CARTER MOVED TO CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING; NOONAN SECONDED. ALL 
PRESENT IN FAVOR, MOTION CARRIED. 
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ATTACHMENT “B” – Letter from Ms. Anne Magoun 

April 14, 2022


To: Kasson Township Planning Commission


From: Anne Magoun, Kasson Township resident (8514 S Dunns Farm Road)


Comments on Kasson Township Master Plan Draft v. 4 (January, 2022)


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft of the Master Plan for Kasson 
Township. I am sorry not to be able to present my comments in person.


I have been a year-round resident of the township since 2013 and have been a regular 
seasonal visitor to the Glen Lake area since 1982 and a summer visitor to northwest lower 
Michigan since 1954. I chose to raise my children in this area, living in Traverse City from 1990 
to 2010.


I realize that a significant amount of work went into preparing this document, and I appreciate 
the dedicated public service of the Planning Commission and the Township Board. The draft 
shows sincere concern for the future of the township as well as appreciation for the natural 
beauty of our home community. I hope that the final plan will help guide decision-makers in the 
township for years to come.


My comments are made in an effort to improve the current draft of this plan, recognizing that 
this is not only an expression of community concerns and priorities but also a public face of 
Kasson Township now and in the future. At some point, it will become a document of historical 
record. For these reasons, I urge careful editing and proofreading before adoption.


My comments can be classified as 1) grammatical (including spelling, word order, syntax, and 
punctuation); 2) structural (including chapter headings and overall framework of the plan); and 
3) substantive, which refer to the content and intent of the plan. The substantive issues also 
address topics that have not been included in the plan, which I respectfully suggest should be 
part of the plan. I realize that not everyone shares my views, but I hope they will be considered.


The “proofreading” comments are marked on a copy of the draft of the plan that I have 
submitted and don’t need public attention.


The structural comments recommend adding section headings (“Basis for Plan” for Chapters 
1–6 and “Goals & Policies” for Chapters 7–12). I believe Chapter 7 should be renamed 
“Environment.” I submit a suggested outline for section and chapter headings.




My substantive comments are of two kinds: concerns about what is said in the plan and 
concerns about what is left out.


What is left out:


1) I am sorry that there is nothing in the document that acknowledges or supports any of the 
creative arts. All over Leelanau County, we see the benefits of all kinds of artistic involvement. 
Kasson Township shouldn’t presume that there is no role for the township to encourage artistic 
expression, especially if it helps to support local business. Just putting it in the plan as a 
positive type of business would be a form of encouragement.
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2) It surprises me that the concept of sustainability is not directly acknowledged as a goal or 
objective. Sustainability requires concerted community action, not just individual decision-
making. We continue to learn about good farming and woodlot management practices that 
help make land more valuable.


Protecting our air and water (surface and groundwater) is essential to the long-term health of 
humans, wildlife, and plant life. Kasson Township should begin to address the problem of 
dysfunctional, worn out or overtaxed septic facilities (I hesitate to call all of them “systems,” 
since many facilities were constructed long before healthy modern practices were developed).


The beauty and importance of our forests are recognized in the plan, but the devastating 
effects of diseases that are killing so many of our trees (beech, oak, hemlock, birch, maple, 
ash) aren’t mentioned. Hillsides of dead and dying trees become disaster zones.


3) The concept of public stewardship seems to be missing from the plan. We can’t just hold our 
breath and hope that nothing will change. Air, water, plants, and wildlife are all experiencing 
effects of human civilization and of climate instability. The plan recognizes impending effects of 
population increases, even though Kasson Township hasn’t experienced soaring rates of 
growth. Similarly, the plan should recognize impending effects of climate instability, even 
though we haven’t yet felt the worst. There is nothing in the plan that indicates any efforts to 
reduce fossil fuel use or to encourage earth-friendly practices.


4) Low-impact recreational opportunities are not supported or encouraged (I’m thinking of 
bicycling and hiking, also cross-country skiing and snowmobiling). Survey respondents stated 
that they aren’t in favor of adding to parks, but clearly residents are aware of and appreciate 
the beauty of the area. Maybe there are untapped approaches to recreation that would be 
appropriate for the township to encourage in the next twenty years.


5) Short-term rentals are coming. Nothing in the plan acknowledges the effect of this kind of 
tourism on our resources and our communities. A more stable community is a more respectful 
community, tied to the land and to one another.


––––––––––––––––––––––-


My specific comments about what is in the plan continue below. In general, the plan seems to 
reflect the sentiment of people who make Kasson Township their home. Overall, I endorse the 
goals and objectives of maintaining the rural character of our community.


Page 1




The plan gives the population increase of Leelanau County between 2010 and 2020 as 3% but 
does not give Kasson Township’s population increase over that time: just under 2.5%.


Page 4


A respectable response rate of 32% to the community survey is indicated. It appears that the 
rest of this chapter discusses information derived from survey responses, not the township as 
a whole (understandably). In the middle of this page, the data would be more accurately 
labeled: “Results showed the following for how long residents survey respondents had lived in 
the township:”


Kasson Twp Planning Commission


April 18, 2022 Page 12


Similarly, the last paragraph could indicate that “The township population is Survey 
respondents are divided almost evenly…”


Page 11


2nd paragraph: “Therefore, this Land Use Plan defines a Gravel Mining District.” Is this district 
different from previous plans?


I commend the commission for recognizing the need to continue to exert local authority over 
the Gravel Mining District.


Page 18


1st line, missing word: “The northwest half of the _?_ is underlain…” Probably the missing 
word is “township” but who knows?


Page 22


Policies & Actions #5: “The township shall do everything possible to encourage and aid 
farming…” This is very strong language and could be used against the township if some 
undesirable farm development were to be proposed or if unreasonably expensive supports for 
farming were demanded by farmers.


Page 23


Policies & Actions #7: Comment similar to previous one (page 22). Last sentence ends “…shall 
be discouraged by all means.” I would strike the last three words without losing any options for 
action.


Page 24


I haven’t found documentation supporting the statement that “Both full and part-time residency 
is increasing rapidly in the township.” I do not dispute the goal, but it would be good to provide 
documentation.


Page 26




Long Term Objectives “D.” I suggest “To continue to provide allow a variety of housing for all 
economic levels…” The township hasn’t been in the business of providing housing. Maybe it 
should be “to provide housing options for all economic levels…”


Page 27


Under list of the township’s many assets, I would add: “Good bicycling and snowmobiling 
terrain;”


I would also expand on the last item in the assets list, stating that “Seasonal residents 
generally have a lower than average demand for government services.”


2nd to last paragraph, discussing recreation: Road cycling has become a very popular, low-
impact activity (April through October), and the township can be an attractive cycling 
destination. Page 31


Kasson Twp Planning Commission


April 18, 2022 Page 13


Policies & Actions #11: I suggest modifying “Be willing to work with them to bring appropriate 
projects to fruition.”


Page 32


It might be wise to acknowledge that in recent years, e-bikes have become a popular form of 
recreational transportation and that Kasson Township is likely to see more and more of them on 
our roads. There may even be business opportunities related to electric bicycles.


Last paragraph before Long Term Objectives: The first part of the sentence is not needed and 
sounds unnecessarily dismissive of bicyclists. “In order to encourage greater use and to 
provide safer and better means for the many bicyclists [not “bikers,” which often refers to 
motorcyclists] who travel through Kasson Township…”


Page 34


Policies & Actions #7: I would not have the plan imply limitations on the categories of person 
(those without autos or unable to use them because of handicaps) who would want to or need 
to use 3 Bay Area Transit Authority services. It makes economic and environmental sense to 
have more people using public transportation when feasible. Before covid-19, I rode the bus 
to/from Traverse City whenever I could to save a car trip.


Page 35


It would be appropriate to develop Long Term Objectives and Policies & Actions for this 
chapter, especially with regard to ground water protection, storm water management, and 
wetlands protection.


As written, however, because there are no Long Term Objectives or Policies & Actions in this 
section, I suggest that if it is going to be left as is, it should be moved out of the Goals & 
Policies portion of the plan. That said, these are my comments here:




3rd from last paragraph: It is difficult to understand this paragraph. Second sentence seems 
out of place; the third sentence refers to “that objective,” but I don’t know what objective is 
being referred to. Should it say “that ordinance” instead of “that objective”?


2nd to last paragraph (groundwater pollution): What are the findings of periodic tests of the 
groundwater? Who sees them? Who is responsible for any remediation? Who is affected by 
contaminated water? It seems that this would be a concern of the entire township and 
deserves more attention in a forward-looking plan.


Last paragraph (discouraging alternative energy generation facilities): This statement seems out 
of step with good planning and is unnecessarily negative. It would be more appropriate to 
encourage low-impact alternative energy generation facilities in the township on land that is 
less suitable for farming or timber. Alternative energy


